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FOREWORD

Site profiles provide senior Office of Environment, Safety and Health managers with
relevant and current site environment, safety, and health performance information as well
as communicating to Department of Energy line management the Office of Oversight's
concerns and understanding of site conditions. Site profiles are a key management tool
used by the Office of Oversight to focus and prioritize independent oversight evaluation
activities and to optimize the allocation of Oversight resources. The Office of Oversight
maintains site profiles on 20 major Department of Energy sites, and normally updates each
profile semiannually through a process of soliciting Department of Energy line
management review and comment on the revised site profile information. Upon resolution
of any line management comments, the profile is considered validated and is
disseminated.

Site profiles are developed using an institutionalized process of collecting data from
multiple sources, and then collating, synthesizing, and analyzing this information to
develop a balanced evaluation of environment, safety, and health performance at the site.
The data that forms the basis of a site profile comes from sources both internal and
external to the Department of Energy. Office of Oversight appraisal activities provide an
important source of data. Data is also collected and synthesized from such sources as the
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, the General Accounting Office, state regulators,
and Department of Energy line management organizations. This information is reported
in a format designed to highlight essential missions, performance, significant issues, and
operational data at a management level. The process involves additional field verification
of initial conclusions to confirm the validity and significance of the information. All
Oversight offices patrticipate in the collection, analysis, interpretation, and validation of site
profile information.

As the site profile process matures, the Office of Oversight plans to incorporate additional
information into the documents, including a presentation of quantitative measures and
trends in environmental, safety, and health performance, and a description of safeguards
and security activities, performance, and issues.
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SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Site characteristics include information on site size and location,
mission, organizations, contractual status, and major initiatives and
activities.

Date Established: 1948

Present Mission: The principal mission of Moundis site cleanup and
pursuit of commercial enteprise. Nuclear energy programs continue
at Mound with the development of radioisotopic thermoelectd

generators (RTGs) for the National Aeronautical and Spae

Administration's deep-space missions.

Primary: Implement Mound 2000, an initidive to expedite the cleanup
of the Mound Site.

Secondary: Radioisotopic thermoelectric generator (RTG) assembly,
disassembly, and testing.

Size: The 306 acre Mound Site contains @proximately 130 buildings.
Employees: 1,074 contractor employees and 200 DOE personnel.

Annual Budget: The budget for fiscal year 1996 is approximats}
$139.3 million. Approximately $7.3million of this budget is controlled
by the Miamisburg Area Office for technical projects wit
organizations other than EG&G Mound Applied Technologies, th
management and operating contractor. The estimated budget fo
fiscal year 1997 is $106.1 million.

Cognizant Secretarial Officer: The Assistant Secretary fo
Environmental Management becane the cognizant secretarial officer
in June 1995. The Office of Deénse Programs had site responsibility
prior to June 1995. The Office of Nuclear Energy also ha
programmatic interests at Mound.

Responsible Operations/Area Office: Ohio Field Office
(OH)/Miamisburg Area Office (MB).

Contractor: EG&G Mound Applied Technologies, Inc. is tk
management and operating contractor.
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Additional information on
site characteristics is
provided in Section 1.0,
starting on page 1.
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Principal Subcontractors: Science Applications Internationa
Corporation, Weston, Terran Corporation, IT Corporation, Parsosa
Engineering, ICF Kaiser, American Technologies lnorporated, EG&G
Technical Management Company, and A-Plus.

Fissile Material: Mound has 25.6 kilograms of plutonium in 28
separate packages, and residual quantities of U-233 in the Semi
Works Tritium Complex.

Significant Commitments to Stakeholders: The Mound Site was

placed on the Superfund National Priority List in 1989. DOE signed
a Federal Facility Agreement (FFA) with the U.S. Environmenta
Protection Agency in 1990. The FFA was amended in 1993 to include

the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency. This agreemen
describes the processes and schedules for the cleanup ©

contaminated areas at the Mound Site. The terms and provisions of
the FFA are currently being revised to facilitate Mound 2000, a

initiative to expedite the cleanup of the Mound Site. Mound 200

represents a fundamental change in site remediation. Rather tha

evaluating large "Operable Units," which take years of study
environmental restoration activities at Moaind will individually evaluate
the over 400 potential release sites.

The Mound Action Committee has been established to facilita
information exchange and to ensure that community values a&
factored into the cleanup plans.

DOE and the City of Miamisburg hae entered into lease agreements
for some site buildings. The city, in turn, is subletting the property to
independent businesses to encourage them to be part ofa

technology mall. Seventeen businesses and 45 business employees
were on site as of November 1995.

A Consent Orcer was signed between DOE and the State of Ohio in
October 1995. This Consent Order is related to the treatment ad
disposal of mixed waste identified in the Mound Plant Site Treatment
Plan required by the Federal Facility Compliance Act.

Unions: Oil, Chemical, and Atomic Workers (180 members) and the
United Plant Guard Workers (46 members).

Major Site Activities:

DOE and the City of Miamisburg hae entered into lease agreements
for some site buildings.
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Mound 2000 represents
a fundamental change in
site remediation. Mound
will individually evaluate
the over 400 potential
release sites.
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The Mound 2000 initiative includes peparing data packages on more
than 400 potential release sites; establishing decisionmaking teams
of DOE, U.S. Environmental ProtectionAgency (EPA), and Ohio EPA
members to decide on the preferred action.

ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY, AND HEALTH (ES&H) ISSUES

A sitewide issue is an issue present at multiple facilities or within
ES&H programs that impact sitewide operations. A facility-specifc
issue is limited to a particular facility or building.

Sitewide Issue 1: Efforts toreduce the economic impact associated
with the closure of the Mownd Site will require management attention
to ensure safety, health, and environmental protection concers
continue to be managed effectively.

Sitewide Issue 2: Improvement is needed in the development ad
implementation of the facility safety authorization basis program.

KEY FACILITIES

A key facility is a facility or building that is significant from an
environment, safety, and health perspective. At some sites, a key
facility can be a group of facilities with similar missions, activities,
hazards, or vulnerabilities.

Semi-Works/Research  (SWR) Tritium Complex - Tritium
component development, component evaluation operabns, recovery,
and materials analysis.

Technical (T) Building - Supports tritium programs in areas @
reconfiguration, safe shutdown, and remaining operations.

Building 22, Waste Staging Buil ding - Storage and staging for solid
low-level radioactive waste (LLW) containers generated prior d
shipment offsite.

Building 38 - Assembly and disassembly operations associated with
manufacturing Pu-238 RTGs.

Building 50 - Evaluation of RTG integrity and assembles and testing
for environmental and thermal integrity.

Building 72 - Storage of miscellaneous hazardous wastes generated
at Mound until the wastes can be shipped off site for disposal.

SITE PERFORMANCE

0O-3
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Additional information on
sitewide issues is
provided in Section 3.0,
starting on page 4

There are 2 sitewide
issues at Mound.

Additional information on
key facilities is provided
in Section 4.0, starting
on page 6.

There are 6 key facilities
at Mound.
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Site performance is based on an analysis of available data on
facilities and programs. This includes information from Office of
Oversight activities augmented by valid and relevant external and
internal sources. Site performance is evaluated in terms of three of
the guiding principles for safety management.

Overall Safety Management Program - NOT EVALUATED

Principle #1 - Line Management Responsibility - NO T
EVALUATED

MB's ability to provide effective oversight of the contractor safst
program has historically beenconstrained by the number of subject
matter experts, safety professionals, and Facility Representative

assigned to Mound. MB has increased the number of Facilit

Representatives and is expanding their role in site contractos

operations oversght. MB has identified that improvement is needed
in communicating and clarifying safety roles responsibilities amog

Facility Representatives and line organizations.

The transfer of site failities to the city and small businesses created
the need to clarify some ES&H concerns raised by site safet

professionals. Management resolutions in areas such a

maintenance responsibilities to ensure integrity of utility systems
responsibility or compliance with the Clean Water Act the and Clear
Air Act, potential impacts of 10 CFR 820/830 Price-Andersp

regulations, and bulding access for emergency response have been
necessary.

Principle #2 - Comprehensive Requirements - NOT EVALUATED

Improvement is needed in the development and implementation
the facility safety authorization basis program.

Principle #3 - Competence of Personnel - NOT EVALUATED

Not evaluated.

PERFORMANCE MEASURES - Performance measures are
guantitative and qualitative indications of ES&H performance taken
from such sources as the Occurrence Reporting and Processing
System and the Computerized Accident/Incident Reporting System,
as well as contractually mandated indicators of performance.

To be provided in future versions of the site profile.
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Additional information on
site performance is
provided in Section 2.0,
starting on page 2.

Additional information on
performance measures
will be provided in
Section 5.0 of future
versions of the site
profile.
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Figure 1. Mound Site Map
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SITE PROFILE -- MOUND SITE

1.0 SITE CHARACTERISTICS
1.1 SITE LOCATION AND SIZE

The Mound site is located on 306 acres m
southwestern Ohio, within the southen
boundary of the Miamisburg city limits.

1.2 SITE MISSION

The principal mission of Mownd is site cleanup
and pursuit ofcommercial enterprise. Nuclear
energy programs continue at Moundwith the
development of radioisotopic thermoelectre
generators (RTGs) for the Nationd
Aeronautical and Space Administrations
deep-space missions. The process d
generating electricity through thermoelectre
conversion using a radioisotope heat soure
was developed and patented at Mound m
1954. Recent uses of the RTGs were in the
Galileo and Ulysses spacecrafts, now @
missions to Jupiter and the sun, respectively.
Four other RTGs are being prepared for tle
1997 Cassini mission to Saturn.

Mound is DOE's commercial supplier fo
stable isotopes, although this mission will not
be at Mound after fiscal year 1996. Stabéd
isotope program activities have included tle
development of isotope separations methods
for biomedical applications; molecula
research; isotope separations research am
development; stable isotope inventoy
program and worldwide sales; and isotop
separation by chemical exchange. Mounds
current mission also includes recovery am
purification of tritium from tritium-containing
scrap materials for future use.

Mound was involved in a number of weapm
and nonweapon progams until the late 1980s
including research, development, and
production of explosive detonators, timers
transducers, switches, firesets, nuclea
components, and surveillance performed m

various explosive and nuclear components of
weapons taken from the stockpile.

1.3 SITE ORGANIZATIONS AN D
CONTRACT STATUS

Site Organizations

Contractor activities at Mound are managel
by the Ohio Field Office (OH) and tle
Miamisburg Area Office (MB). There wee
approximately 1,074 contractor and 38 MB
personnel at Mound in 1996.

Contract Status

The contract to manage Mound was awarded
to EG&G Mound Applied Technologies, Inc
(EG&G MAT) in 1988. The contract rurs
through September 1996.

1.4 MAJOR SITE INITIATIVES/ACTIVITIES

Environmental Restoration

In 1995, a decision was made to re-baseli®
plans for the environmental restoratim
program. This decision gems from the Mound
2000 initiative that provides for expedita
cleanup. This initiative incldes preparing data
packages on each of the more than 4®
potential release sites; establishing decisim
making teams composed of DOE, U.S
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) ard
Ohio EPA members todecide whether to take
no further action, peform a removal action, or
conduct further assessment based m
available information; reviewing the teams
decision with the public and revising tke
decision as appropriate; ard implementing the
decision.

After all the sites and buildings slated fa
release in an established geographic area on
the site are consideredready to be released,
the geographic area (referred to as a release
block) is then available for euse or disposition
to commercial interests.
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There were originally nine operable unis
(OUs) at Mound of which six were active until
initiation of Mound 2000. The six that wee
active are: OU-1 (Area B, groundwater); OU-2
(mainhill); OU-4 (Miami-Erie Canal); OU5
(South Property); OU-6 (Decontamination and
Decommissioning Pogram); OU-9 (Sitewide).
Characterization of two of the former operable
units had progressed significantly. A record of
decision (ROD) for Operable Unit 1 was
signed in June 1995. The selected approach
was the collection, treatment, and disposal of
contaminated groundwater in the viinity of the
Mound landfill that was used from 1948 ¢
1974. Volatile organic compounds hae
contaminated portions of the Buried Vallgy
aquifer, a sole source aquifer for thke
Miamisburg area. The specific method d
treatment is air stripping as discussed in tle
Administrative Record. @ The Record d
Decision allows for enhancements such &
high vacuum extraction or air spargimg
pending the results of the demonstratin
project.

Pu-238 contamination in the Miami-Erie canal
will be removed fromOU-4 beginning in 1996.
This contamination resulted from a pipelire
rupture at the Mound site in 1969. Tle
removal will invole the excavation and offsite
disposal of an estimated750,000 cubic feet of
contaminated soils and sediments.

Programmatic Activities

DOE and the City of Mianisburg have entered
into lease agreements for some site buildings
(see Sitewide Issue 1).

2.0 SITE PERFORMANCE

2.1 CONCEPTUAL BASIS FOR
EVALUATION

The essential characteristic of successfu
programs and projects is recognizing am
understanding of the need for an effectiwe
management system that ensures adequae

OFFICE OF OVERSIGHT

control over all aspects of the program @
project. In 1994, the Secretary of Enery
forwarded to Congress and the Defen®
Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) tle
principles and criteria that the Departmen
deemed necessary for an effective safey
management program. These principle
include:

® Principle #1.: Line managers ae
responsible and accountable for safety.

® Principle #2: Canprehensive requirements
exist, are executed, and are appropriate.

® Principle  #3: Competence B
commensurate with responsibilities.

2.2 SAFETY MANAGEMENT PROGRA M
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE GUIDING
PRINCIPLES

This interim evaluation was developed usimy
the results of surveillance performed by tle
Office of EH Residents and other Office @
Oversight data sources. The absence of a
independent oversight evaluation at Mourd
suggests that the information presenta
should not necessarily be considera
representative of overall environment, safety,
and health (ES&H) performance acros
Mound, but rather an indication of ES&
performance of the program and/or faciliy
identified. Where sufficient information wa
not available to make a comprehensie
assessment of either the implementation of a
guiding principle (Section 2.2) or a
implementing piogram (Section 2.3), a limited
evaluation or specific example d
performance, based on the best availabé
information, is provided.

Principle #1 - Line
Responsibility for Safety

Managemen t

MB's ability to provide effective oversight ¢
the contractor safety program has historically
been constrained by the number of subjet
matter experts, safety professionals, am
Facility Representatives assigned to Mound
MB has recently increased the number &
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Facility Representatives and is epanding their
role in site contractors operations oversight
MB has identified that improvement is needed
in communicating and clarifying roles
responsibilities for safety among Faciliy
Representatives and line organizations.

The transfer of site facilities to the city anml
small businesses created the need to clariy
some ES&H concerns raised by site safey
professionals. Management resolutions n
areas such as mantenance responsibilities to
ensure integrity of utility systems
responsibility for compliance with the Clea
Water Act the and Clear Air Act, potentiad
impacts of 10 CFR 820/830 Price-Andersm
regulations, and building access fa
emergency response have been necessary.

In 1992, an Offiee of Environment, Safety and
Health Progress Assessment identified
staffing issues underlying many of the moe
specific deficiencies, and a DNFSB staf
member commented in a 1995 trip report that
there was only one MB Faciliy Representative
assigned to several nuclear facilities. Othe
ES&H personnel include three nonnuclea
safety professionals (including tle team leader
and one of the remaining persons who wil
retire soon) and two hedth physics personnel.

Historically there have been only one or tvwo
Facility Representativesassigned to cover the
entire Mound Plant. Their activities wee
focused to covering basic requirements (e.g.,
occurrence reporting, conduct of operation3
associated with key nudear facilities primarily.
As a consequence, there has been it
interaction between Facility Representatie
organization and waste managenent facilities,
environmental restoration activities, ard
decontamination and decommissionirg
activities. Recent additions to the Faciliy
Representative staff have resulted in MBS
expanding the assignment of Faciliy
Representatives to address these areas n
addition to the key nuclear facilities.

Interviews conducted by the Office d
Oversight during February 1996 with MB
safety professionals and several line program

OFFICE OF OVERSIGHT

managers indicated that MB has recognizel
that communications and coordinatim
between these groups and the Faciliy
Representative organization needs to e
improved.
Principle #2 -
Requirements

Comprehensiv e

Improvement is needed in the developmen
and implementation of the facility safey
authorization basis program (see Sitewide
Issue 2).

Principle #3 - Competence Commensurate
with Responsibilities

Not evaluated.

2.3 IMPLEMENTING PROGRAMS
Environmental Protection Program

The site commercialization program ha
identified the need for management to closely
monitor and clarify legal aspects related ¢
responsibility for compliance with the Clea
Air Act and Clean Water Act.

Nuclear Safety Program

The site commercialization program ha
identified the need for management to closely
monitor and clarify legal aspects related ¢
potential impacts of 10 CFR 820/830 Price
Anderson regulations. Also see Sitewidk
Issue 2 on authorization basis.

Worker Safety and Health Program

Not evaluated.

Facility Safety Program

Not evaluated.

3.0 SITEWIDE ES&H ISSUES
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3.1 ISSUE DESCRIPTIONS
Sitewide Issue 1: Site Closure Concerns

Efforts to reduce the economic impad
associated with the closure of the Mound Site
will require management attention to ensue
safety, health, and environmental protectim
concerns continue to be managed effectively.

DOE and the City of Mianisburg have entered
into lease agreements fa some site buildings.
The city, in turn, is subletting the property &

independent businesses to encairage them to

become part of a technology mall. Seventeen
businesses and 145 business employees are
involved and are on site as of Novembe

1995. Legal agreements define delegation of
responsibility between DOE, the contractor

Miamisburg Mound Community Improvement
Corporation (MMCIC), and the commerciad

businesses.

DOE MB indicates that, in the lea®
agreement, the lessee is responsible fo
establishing their own ES&H program. DCE
and the contractorhave no responsibility for
ES&H protection measures of commercid
business operating in leased spaces.

MB has determined that no current
commercial business operation presents a
concern to the DOE relative to compliance
with environmental permits.

MB line and safety professionals hae
documented several concerns during ths
transition. Where these concerns have bea
warranted, DOE MB reports that these issues
are discussed with the City of Miamisburg
Some examples of these concerns aml
resolutions are listed below for information:

e 10 CFR Part 820/830 and Price
Anderson regulations require the
indemnified management and operatirg
(M&QO) contractor (EG&G MAT) ©
comply with nuclearsafety requirements.
These requirements include: "nuclea
facility," "public," and "site boundarie$
must be clearly defined; roles amd

OFFICE OF OVERSIGHT

responsibilities of co-located non
employees (city/tenants) must also ke
clearly  defined; and co-locatad
employees must be subject to certan
site requirements, such as training
emergency planning and response, ard
access controls. MB reports tha
potential impacts of 10 CFR 820/830 and
Price-Anderson regulations are unde
review by the contractor; OH Counsé
advises MB that the commercid
businesses should be treated as tte
"public" for purposes of contracto
liability; and that the contractor &
evaluating changes needed for safey
analysis documents.

® Inclusion of occurrence reportirg

requirements in the lease agreements with
the city was examined. It was determinel
that the contractor has noresponsibilities to
report occurrences of commercid
businesses operating within the leases
space. Should any commercial busines
accident impact either the DOE «
contractor workforce or assets, the even
will be reported as any other externaly
caused event would be reported.

Clean Air and Clean Water Act compliance
details have been examined. MB repors

that it works closely with the commercia
business to determine what the busines

will be discharging and the potentid
impacts to DOE's air and water discharg

permits. Each commercial business mus

obtain their own environmental permits a
their own expense; the commercid
businesses are required to provide copies

of their Material Safety Data Shees

(MSDS) to the DOE and DOE is assessing
the costs and risks of installing monitors at
the building source, as well as negotiatimy

with the City of Miamisburg on the ultimate
ownership of the utility systems.

Determinations associated with lesses
reporting requirements for nonnuclear
related provisions under the Emergeny
Planning and Community Right to Knav
(EPCRA) SARA Title Ill Act required some
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clarification. MB reports that the M&D
contractor is responsible for reporting i
operations only, and that each commerciad
business is responsible for reporting is
operations. MB reports that each busines
has been provided appropriate reportiny
forms, sample MSDSs, and addres
information. DOE and the Mound Plant Fie
Department are provided copies of MSDSs.

e Building access for emergency response
costs for hazardous material spill response
equipment, and fire inspectionrequirements
required some clarification. The Mourd
Fire Department has master keys to eah
commercial business for emergengy
response purposes, and lease exhibis
require that all appropriae costs associated
with hazardous materials response e
reimbursed by the sublessee. The M&
contractor provides operation ard
maintenance of the fie alarm systems in all
buildings. An existing Memorandum d
Understanding with the City of Miamisburg,
as well as the lease itself, specifies fie
response expectations.

Sitewide Issue 2: Safety Authorization
Basis

MB, OH, and previous independent ES&
assessments, along with an analysis d
occurrence reports, indcate that improvement
is needed in the development an
implementation of the facility safey
authorization basis program. MB repors
reflect inadequate implementation of revisel
safety analysis reports (SARS), resulting m
safety requirement violations. In the 199
Plutonium Vulnerability Study, the workimg
group identified several buildings for whit
formal authorization basis wasincomplete and
stated that this problem stemmed from a lack
of approved SARs and other safey
documents. A review of occurrence repors
for the period January 1995 through February
1996 provides several examples supportimg
these previous observations:

e A March 1995 review of limiting conditions
of operation (LCOs) contained in the fina
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safety analysis report (FSAR) for the Semi-
Works/Research (SW/R) Tritium Complex
identified a violation of ventilation systen
surveillance requirenents. The surveillance
was being conducted monthly rather than
weekly as requied. The LCO review found
that the high efficiency particulate ai
(HEPA) filter  differential  pressue
surveillance was in violation of the SWR
Tritium Complex LCO requirements. Asa
result of these LCO noncomplian@
findings, surveillance requirements for tle
Technical (T) Building were reviewed, ard
six instances of noncompliance wee
identified from May through Novembe
1995.

Also in March 1995, during sitewide LM

compliance review, it was noted that tke

Mound Fire Department tested fie

suppression systems quarterly, although i

is required monthly. The failure to perform
the wet alarmtest at the proper interval put
Building 38 technically out of complian@

with the LCO requirenent by MD-103. This
was reported as Issue 3 in the Operational
Safety Requirement (OSR) for Building 38,
Section 4.6.2.

In May 1995, the LP-50 bading operation in
R Building, Room 108, was determined ¢

be outside the bounding safety analysis

The safety analysis bounding acciden

states the probability of 1x10* per year for

a release of 10 grams from a primay

containment (man-sat) vessel. The LP-50
loading operations, as conducted, havea

similar consequence, but with a probability
of approximately 1x10? to 1x10° per year

for an LP-50 primary container. Tle

increase in probability results from the fact
that the LP-50 primary container design $

not the same as the man-safe uni

described in the bounding accidert

analysis.

In  August 1995, the quantities d
transuranic (TRU) material in certan
containers in Building 31A were found b
exceed the limit authorized in the Hazad
Classification Determination Document. A
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review of the inventory list of Mound TRJ
waste inventories revealed that Building 3
contained TRU waste quantities tha
exceeded authorized amounts.

® |[n November 1995, TRU mixed waste was
transferred from Building23 to Building 31A
for analysis. The safety authorization basis
approved by MB on October 30, 1995
required a completed risk analysis prior ©
relocation of waste.

® |n August 1995, OH ssued a memorandum
indicating that Mound was out d
compliance with five separate line itens
directly attributable to the absence ofa
formal hazard assessment. OH stated that
the lack of a formal hazard assessmert
document is contributing to a reduction n
safe conduct of operation.

3.2 SITEWIDE ISSUE STATUS

Table 1 characterizes sitewde issues in terms
of an issue statement, primary concerns, site
activities, and progress evaluation.

4.0 KEY FACILITIES

At Mound, there are six key facilities. Of tle
six, five are nuclear or radiological facilities
the Semi-Works/Research (SW/R) Tritium
Complex, the Technical (T) Building, ard
Buildings 38, 50, and 2. The sixth building is
a nonnuclear hazardous chemical storag
facility, Building 72.

4.1 FACILITY MISSION
Semi-Works (SW/R) Tritium Complex

This two-story facility is used primarily fo
handling tritium. Four major operations ae
currently performed in the SW/R Tritium
Complex: component development
component evaluation operations, tritium

OFFICE OF OVERSIGHT
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Table 1. Sitewide Issues

ISSUE

PRIMARY CONCERNS

SITE ACTIVITIES

PROGRESS
EVALUATION

. Efforts to reduce the economic
impact associated with the closure
of the Mound Site will require
management attention to ensure
safety, health, and environmental
protection concerns continue to be
managed effectively.

MB line and safety professionals
documented several concerns and
examples resulting in a continued need
for management involvement in resolving
issues related to transitioning facilities to
local businesses.

None identified.

Not evaluated
(updated 5/96)

. Improvement is needed in the
development and implementation of
facility safety authorization basis
program.

In August 1995, OH issued a
memorandum to the MB Associate
Director, Safety, Operations and
Technical Support indicating that, during
a recent review of the Manual of
Function, Assignments and
Responsibilities, Mound was found to be
out of compliance with five separate line
items directly attributable to the absence
of a formal hazard assessment. OH
stated that the lack of a formal hazard
assessment document is contributing to
a reduction in safe conduct of operation.

None identified.

Not evaluated
(updated 5/96)
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recovery, and materials analysis. The
SW/Rwas constructed in 1950 and has
undergone 13 major additions. One corrida
of rooms in the adjacent building, Researt
(R), has been converted to tritium operations
and, together with the SW building ard
Building58, form the SW/R complex. Whié
the complex isprimarily a tritium facility, three
additional areas exist. This facility wil
eventually be demolished as part d
decontamination and decommissionirg
activities.

Technical (T) Building

The T Building was originally used to purif
Po-210 for use in nuclearweapons initiators.
The current mission is to support tritium
programs for reconfiguration, safe shutdown,
and remaining operations. The facility ha
also been used to extract radionuclides, ©
house the plutonium verificdion facility, and to
store TRU materials. Since 1980, the KYIE
(classified), Tritium Emission Reovery Facility
(TERF), Hydrogen Isotope Separatiors
System (HISS), and other tritium facilities
large enough to handle multi-kilogran
guantities were added to T Building. T
Building is expected to remain in eithe
operational or standby mode forseveral years.

Special nuclear material (SNM), primarily Pu-
239, is stored in T-Building storage areasA
and B prior to transfer to Building-38 fo
repackaging. The SNM is in the form d
metal, metal oxide, residue, and/a
combinations thereof; these materials ae
contained in sealed drums and other meta
containers and are approximately 20 yeas
old. The consequence severity was primariy
estimated by comparison to the boundirg
consequence, defined as a pressurized
ground level release of 7369 of Pu-239 oxide
powder from birdcage 182, which is tke
maximum inventory scheduled for movement
on the site that must be repackaged aml
hipped off siteto a receiver site. This nuclear
material will have to be moved from ore
onsite location to anotherin accordance with
facility nuclear material limits for materid
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unpacking, stabilizing, and/or repackaging for
shipment.

Some containers include small amounts @
other SNM, such as U-233, Pu-238, mixea
oxides of plutonium, and normal or slighty
enriched uranium. The exact configiration and
condition of the multiple containers in tke
drums and other containers cannot &
determined until they are opened and tre
contents inspected.

Building 38

Building 38 was originally designed to bea
radiochemical processing facility for Pu-238
used in the oxide form as a fuel for RTGs
Building design began in 1965, ard
construction was completed in Decembe
1967. The assembly and disassemby
operations associated with manufacturing Pu-
238 heat source modules for RTGs is tke
primary operation conducted in Building 38
Other programs conducted in Building 3
include the assembly of three types of hed
sources and two types of RTGs and general-
purpose radionuclide handling. RTG and heat
source assembly and disassembly ae
supportedin the F-line operations and involve
the Five-watt, High Power Generator Mod3
and General Purpose Heat Sources (GPHS
programs. This work is funded by the Offie
of Nuclear Energy. The radiochenical analysis
operations, wet chemistry analysis, ard
"orphan source" (radioactive sources for which
DOE does nat have ownership) programs are
carried out in the A-line. This work suppors
overall Mound operations.

Under the criteria in previous DOE Orde
6430.1A, Building 38 would not meet tke
definition of a special facility but would
subject to the general requirenents for special
facilities as well as the general requiremensg
for a "hot lab." Building 38 does not meet the
definition of a plutonium processing amd
handling facility (PPHF). Building 38has not
been a PPHF for several years, and it is nd
planned to again use Building 38 to proces
large quantities of plutonium.

8 September 1996



MOUND PROFILE

In its present condition, Building 38 does no
meet the required loading criteria required by
DOE-STD-1020-94 for a Performance

Category (PC) 2 facility. Under a design basis
seismic event, stiuctural failure is expected to
occur, with partial collapse being possible o

probable. This possibility has been analyzel

with the conclusion that none of tle

encapsulated plutonium would be dispersed

Fuel clad containment has been tested under
more severe conditions without breach.

Building 50

Building 50 is an RTG assembly and te$
laboratory. Encapsulated Pu-238 fud
received from the primary encapsulatig
agency is loaded into graphite assemblies
Building 38 and welded into stainless sted
containers. They are then transferred ©
Building 50 for fuel reduction and subsequent
installation into electrical converters (whid
then form the RTG).

Building 22, Waste Staging Facility (WSF)

The WSF facility providesstorage and staging
for solid low-level radioactive waste (LLW

containers generated pror to offsite shipment.
The facility can store up to 186 metal boxes
stage lined and unlined 30 gallon or 55 gallon
metal drums with or without overpack, aml

stage closed wooded boxes hat contain LLW.
The drums are stacked on pallets. Tle

transition to the WSF was completed in June
1995. Building 22, constructed in 1967

previously housed a property managemen

warehouse, office spaces, and a test faciliy

for glovebox operations.

Approximately 99 percent of the waste stored
in the facility is low specific activity or DGE
non-regulated material. The waste includes
combustibles, such as wipes and shae
covers, and noncombustibles such as tools
equipment, and sludges solidified in cement
The wastes do not contain liquids, Resoure
Conservation and Recovery Act hazardows
materials, compressed gases, etiologc
agents, chelating agents, or respirable fines
If tritium is stored, the contractor states tha
radiological controls provide airborre
monitoring. If Pu-239 is stored, the quantity is

OFFICE OF OVERSIGHT

to be maintained below 450 grams to me¢
criticality requirements (DOE-STD-1027-92).

Building 72

Building 72 is used to store miscellaneows
hazardous wastes generated at Mound untii
the wastes can be shipped offsie for disposal.
The wastes are contained in steel drums
plastic drums, plastic and steel containers @
various sizes, and gas cylinders. Wase
sampling, packaging, and repackaging d
some wastes; drum overpacking; ard
container inspection and marking are al®
conducted in this facility. The quantities d
hazardous chemicals in the facility can be up
to 13,000 gallons. Building 72 is a steel
framed building with metal panel siding m
three walls.

4.2 FACILITY SUMMARY

Table 2 summarizes key faciliy
characteristics, including status, hazad
classification, authorization basis, worst case
design basis accident, and principal hazard
and vulnerabilities.

5.0 PERFORMANCE MEASURES

This section isunder development and will be
presentedin future versions of the site profile.
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Table 2. Facility Summary

FACILITY STATUS HAZARD CLASSIFICATION/AUTHORIZATION WORST CASE PRINCIPAL
NAME BASIS DESIGN BASIS HAZARDS AND
ACCIDENT VULNERABILITIES
Semi-Works/ Operational Hazard Category 2. Uncontrolled fires and Hazards: Tritium, Pu-238
Research Tritium Final safety analysis report written to DOE Order 5481.1B earthquakes that are beyond
Complex (1994); upgrade in progress to meet DOE Order 5480.23 design basis.
requirements.
Technical Building | Operational Hazard Category 2. Unmitigated release of Hazards: Tritium, Pu-
Final safety analysis report written to DOE Order 5480.1A plutonium during handling 238, Pu-239, U-233
(1984). Submitted June 1995 for upgrade to DOE Order
5480.23 requirements; returned to contractor October
1995. Also USQ U-1995-023
Building 38 Operational Hazard Category 3. None. Evaluation basis Hazards: Encapsulated
Final safety analysis report written to DOE Order 5481.1A accident is unmitigated plutonium oxide
(1989). Submitted January 1995 for upgrade to DOE release of encapsulated
Order 5480.23 requirements. OH approval is pending a plutonium initiated by natural
revision to the OH Safety Evaluation Report phenomena.
Building 50 Operational Below Hazard Category 3 radiological facility. No consequences from to Hazards: External
Final Safety Analysis Report to Building 50 RTG Assembly | public from natural radiation dose to
and Test Facility, approved November 1995 phenomena initiated personnel working in
accidents. proximity to RTG
Building 22, Operational Building temporarily being used as a Below Hazard Standard industrial: minor Hazards: Low-level
Waste Staging Category 3 facility. Approved Auditable Safety Analysis releases of radioactive radioactive waste
Facility (WSF) (ASA) in place. Plans to consolidate materials in Building material.
22 will increase quantities above Category 3 thresholds.
MB and contractor are planning to develop a BIO or
revised ASA.
Building 72 Operational Non-nuclear hazardous chemical storage facility. Spill of hazardous liquid Hazards: Bulk waste

wastes caused by container
failure by natural phenomena
or facility upset condition
(e.g., fire).

streams (various
hazardous chemicals)
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